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ARE SABBATH LAWS CONSISTENT WITH LIBERTY ? 
[Extract from ‘t The Sabbath for Man,’’ by Rev. Wilbur F. Crafts.] 


Sabbath laws are consistent with liberty in the same way as other laws for the protection 
of institutions deemed by the majority of the people important to the welfare of society, 
such as the setting apart of the Fourth of July and the Twenty-second of February for the 
culture of patriotism. 

Many of the foreign one-seventh of the population of the United States have no interest 
in the National holidays, and would prefer to pay their notes that come due on the Fourth 
of July on that day rather than on the previous one. They would also like to use the 
banks and courts on that day, and to be able to find public servants in their offices. But 
few of these guests would say that it was inconsistent with liberty for the native majority 
of the population to set apart these days for lessons in liberty. 

Most of this native majority, with a third of the foreign population added, have another 
institutional day whose observance they regard as essential to the preservation of the Re- 
public—the Sabbath. 

Liberty forbids them to enforce upon any one the religious features of the day.* Church- 
going is not required by any of the State laws except those of Vermont and South Carolina, 
. and these have never had a single enforcement and. lie in ‘‘ desuetude,” but ought to be re- 
pealed for the sake of holding up to the people a law consistent with liberty in precept as 
-well as in practice. Liberty allows the majority no right, and it has no disposition, to en- 
force its religion upon others. But inasmuch as more than three fourths of the population 
of the United States are members or adherents of Christian churches, and so accustomed to 
set apart the first day of each week for rest and religion, and inasmuch as it is the convic- 
tion of this majority that the Nation cannot be preserved without religion, nor religion 
without the Sabbath, nor the Sabbath without laws, therefore Sabbath laws are enacted by 
the right of self-preservation, not in violation of liberty, but for its protection. ‘They aim 
‘simply to protect from disturbance those who observe the Sabbath as a day of rest and 
worship.” 

The Sabbath laws are not Puritanical. The main features of American Sabbath laws 
«came from the predecessors and the persecutors of the Puritans. If there were to-day in the 
United States less reading of romance and more of history, speakers would be laughed 
down for their ignorance whenever they quote the “ Bluelaws”’ except as a fiction. If the 
old law requiring people to go to church is Puritanic, how does it happen to be still on the 
books in so anti-Puritan a State as South Carolina? Unpuritan English rulers and law- 
makers long ago recognized that the prevailing religion had a right to protection on its day 
of worship, but carried the law too far in requiring church-going, which requirement the 
Nineteenth Century has canceled on both sides of the sea. But the Nineteenth Century, so 
far from canceling, confirms the essential features of Sabbath laws by re-enacting and re- 
affirming them in the legislative and judicial assemblies of its most enlightened nations. 

Tn a monarchy the chief perils are from without; in a republic the only peril is of inward 
corruption. The republics of Rome and Greece and Spain, and the former one in France, 
all died, not of wounds, but of moral cancer. The Devil cannot cast a republic down from 
its high estate by any external blow. He can only say, ‘‘Cast thyself down.’ If he can 
persuade the people to adopt the holiday Sabbath and put the saloon and the shop in place 
of the home and the Church; if he can stop the Sabbath’s weekly diffusion of intelligence 
and conscientiousness, and put frivolity and greed in its place, he will at length raise up a 
people among whom ballots will be given in exchange for beer and bank-bills. Even a 
Jew does not care to sell goods on credit in a town where there are no churches. 

“ Without religious sanctions,” says Professor Goldwin Smith, ‘‘men have never been 
able to live under a government of law.”” And, we may add, that with them a good Govern- 
ment may live forever. In the words of Earl Russell: ‘There is no necessity in the nature 
of things that nations should die. History points to no people which, while strong in faith, 
in reverence, in truthfulness, in chastity, in frugality, in the virtues of the temple and of the 
hearth, has sunk into atrophy and decline. We may decide, therefore. that so long as 
moral energy fails not the life of the Nation will not fail.” 


* The American Sabbath Union and the Woman’s Christian Temperance Union, both by unanimous 
votes, have objected to even the word ‘‘ promote ”’ in the title of the Sunday Rest Bill, with reference 
to ‘the religious observance of the day,’’ and also to the same idea in the closing sentence of the bill ; 
and the author of the bill has consented to use the word ‘ protect’’ instead of ** promote.”’ 


eek 


¥: 
ms 


ot rs 


2 


General morality is one of he necessities of life to a popular government, and such 


morality has never yet been secured except through churches and Sabbaths, Popular 


government cannot live by bread alone; it must have also morality and religion. ‘' Despot- 


ism may govern without faith,” said De Tocqueville, ‘‘ but liberty cannot.” It was the 


conviction of this truth that forced Mirabeau, the eloquent orator of the French Revolution, 
to exclaim, ‘‘God is as necessary as liberty to the French people.” Another Frenchman, 
La Place, wrote: ‘‘I have lived long enough to know, what at one time I did not believe, 
that no society can be upheld in happiness and honor without the sentiments of religion.” 

These utterances have double force, coming from France; the only nation that, having re- 
ceived the Sabbath, has ever legally and deliberately murdered the messenger of God, and 
thus crushed the religious instinct of the people, which it did at the Revolution by appoint- 
ing a tenth-day rest, thus ‘bringing on the wreck of liberty in a “reign of terror.” Neglect 
of “Sabbath rest produces not only personal but political insanity. De Tocqueville said to an 
American, when the American Sabbath was stricter than it is now, ‘‘Franee must have 
your Sabbath or she is ruined.” It might be added that America must restore her Sabbath 
or she is ruined. 

Religion is, then, necessary to the preservation of the State; but is the Sabbath neces- 
sary to the preservation of religion? Voltaire answers: ‘‘ There is no hope of destroying 
the Christian religion so long as the Christian Sabbath is acknowledged and kept by men as 
a sacred day.” The reverse is also true, that there is no hope of preserving it in any com- 
munity where the Sabbath is not observed. Even a clergyman, visiting in Venice, who had 
lost his reckoning of days, found through an American friend whom he met at evening that 
he had unconsciously spent a Sabbath in sight-seeing, having observed no closing of shops 
er cessation of work or amusement to suggest that it was a holy day. This gives point to 
Calvin's saying, that “if the Lord’s day was abolished, the Church would be in imminent 
danger of convulsion and ruin.” 

At a recent gathering of Lutherans in Germany Dr. Bauer, court preacher, began an 
address with the strong assertion that though Dr. Luther had declared the doctrine of justi- 
fication by faith to be the doctrine of a standing or falling Church, he could not regard the 
sanetification of the Sabbath as any lessa ground pillar of the Church and of our whole 
social life.” 

Dr. Mark Hopkins, in an able address on ‘‘ The Sabbath and free institutions,” has laid 
down and proved the following propositions: ‘‘(1) A religious observance of the Sabbath 
would secure the permanence of free institutions. (2) Without such observance such per- 
manence cannot be secured. (3) That the civil, as based on the religious, Sabbath is an 
institution to which society has a natural right, precisely as it has to property.” He de- 
clares that there has been no instance of a people that kept the Sabbath that has not been 
free. He shows from history that ‘‘God has joined liberty with the Sabbath,” that the 
Bible is God’s educator for the conscience, and that the Sabbath is his appointed. 
school-day for the race. 

Sir John Sinclair wrote an essay against what he then considered a too strict and Puritani- 
cal observance of the Sabbath in Scotland. © His friend, Dr. Adam Smith, although himself 
the apologist of Hume, said to him, ‘‘ Your book, Sir John, is very ably composed, but the 
Sabbath as a political institution is of inestimable value independently of its claim to Divine: 
authority.” 

“But,” say some who admit that the State cannot be preserved without religion, nor re- 
ligion without a Sabbath, ‘‘the Sabbath may be preserved without laws.” France and 
Germany, Louisiana and California answer, ‘‘No.” Neither rest nor religion can use the 
day to advantage without legal protection against greed and passion. Where there are- 
no Sabbath laws there is practically no Sabbath. 

Sabbath laws for protecting the worshiping day of the prevailing religion from disturb- 
ance, then, are vindicated as belonging to society’s laws of self- preservation. 

‘As courts have often decided, these Sabbath laws are not in violation of that much mis- 
understood article in the American Constitution: “Congress shall make no law respecting 
an establishment of religion or prohibiting the free exercise thereof.” President Charles E. 
Knox, D.D., of the German Seminary at Bloomfield, N. J.. in a very able paper on ‘! The 
attitude of our foreign population toward the Sabbath,” urges that this amendment needs. 
to be thoroughly expounded to the foreign population of the United States. ‘It should be 
shown to them,” he says, “that while Congress possesses no law-making power in respect. 
to ‘an establishment of religion,’ it may, and does, and always has passed laws which have 
respect to religion. It may, and does, and always has passed laws in respect to those phases: 
of religious conviction which have to do with the self-preservation of the Republic. What- 
ever makes the best citizen Congress has a right to prescribe. Whatever attacks the 
vitalities of citizenship Congress has a right to prohibit.” : 

It should be shown to them, also, that while liberty allows no State Church, and can 
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compel‘no worship, ‘‘ Christianity is a part of the common law of the land,” as the highest 
courts have often decided. That Christianity is interwoven with the entire structure and 
history of the American Government is shown by the following facts, among others: The 
pilgrims founded the Nation through a desire for freedom to worship God, ‘and especially 
for freedom to keep the Sabbath holy. The Declaration of Independence recognizes the 
inalienable rights of citizens as proceeding from God. The Articles of Confederation of the 
“States and the charter of the North-western Territory contained, in their provisions for 
education and for charitable and reformatory institutions, a recognition of the laws of relig- 
ion. The convention for framing the Constitution was opened with prayer. The President 
annually proclaims to the entire Nation a Day® of Thanksgiving to God for his mercies. 
Upon some of the coins of the Nation is engraved an expression of our trust in God. Hach 
branch of the General Government has its chaplain, and the Army and Navy are also sup- 
plied with chaplains as regularly commissionec officers. The President, members of Con- 
gress, and of the judiciary, Governors of States, legislators, and other officials are sworn 
into office in the use of the Bible and by an appeal to the God of Christians. Witnesses 
‘before courts of law are required to make oath in the name of God that they will tell . 
the truth. Churches and property used exclusively for places of worship are exempt from 
taxation. Ordained ministers of the Gospel are declared to be competent to solemnize 
marriage. The State provides religious instruction for the convicts in its prisons and for 
the youth in its reform-schools. Wherever public schools have been established, instruc- 
tion in Christian morality has been enjoined. Nearly all the States prohibit secular labor, 
moise, and confusion on the Sabbath, and (with certain recent exceptions) have always held 
that all civil contracts made upon that day are void. The Federal laws of the United 
‘States also recognize the Sabbath by forbidding distilling on that day, and by intermitting 
ithe studies in the National academies, and by counting out the Sabbath from the ten days 
allowed the President for signing an act of Congress. 

American Sabbath laws dono injustice to those immigrants who do not believe in quiet 
_ Sabbaths; first, because they knew or might have known beforehand of the existence of 
these laws, and are under no compulsion to come or remain unless they can do better in 
their adopted country, with the Sabbath laws, than elsewhere without them; second, be- 
eause the Sabbath laws are one of the chief forces that make America a good place to immi- 
grate to; third, because the nine tenths of the people who have tested the personal and 
political value of the American Sabbath have some rights which the other tenth, chiefly 
composed of guests, are bound to respect; fourth, because the Sabbath law, in the language 
wf the supreme court of California, “leaves a man’s religious belief and practice as free as 
the air he breathes.” It only forbids the carrying on of certain kinds of business on a cer- 
tain day in the week, and the day selected in deference to the feelings and wishes of a 
large majority of the community is the day commonly denominated the Christain Sabbath 
or Sunday. 

A man may worship the Snn on Sunday if he pleases, only he cannot legally do it by 
noisy excursions, because these interfere with the rights of others to rest and quiet. 

Europe has no greater despotism of the few over the many than the Sabbath-desecrators 
who have fled from its tyranny seek to establish in America. The one tenth of the popula- 
tion who want to make the Sabbath a day of noisy and demoralizing amusements seek to 
set up a foreign oligarchy over the nine-tenths that have established a quiet Sabbath—the 
brazen despotism of a loud and low minority over a too-compromising majority, who 
endanger liberty by concessions for fear of being misunderstood in their methods of pro- 
tecting it. 

But how is it consistent with liberty that those whose religion requires them to rest on 
the seventh day should be compelled by law to give up public business and public amuse- 
ments on the first day also? 

The case of Jewish immigrants is not as difficult as many have thought. Every Jew 
who determines to come to Great Britain or the United States knows, or might know, that, 
while his religion forbids him to do business on the seventh day, the laws of the countries 
to which he proposes to go forbid the same on the firstday. If he cannot do more business in 
tive days in Great Britain or in the United States than in six days elsewhere, he is free to re- 
main elsewhere. . If, when he has come into Great Britam or the United States, he finds by 
experiment that “‘aconscientious Jew cannot make a living,” the world is all before him to 
e<hovuse where he willdwell. Jews seem to forget that their Mosaic law compelled not only 
native Israelites to rest on the seventh day, but also their servants, native or foreign, and 
“the stranger within their gates.” It is passing strange that a people whose ancient law 
<ompelled the Gentile worshipers of the Sun who happened then to-bein Palestine, although 
they kept the first day of the week for their worship, to rest on the seventh day aiso, out 
of respect to the prevailing religion, should object to Great Britain and the United States 
following the example of their fathers, only making the rule work the other way. 
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The only nations that have not mobbed and robbed the Jews are those which have for- 
bidden them to trade.on the Christian Sabbath, that the people might receive their weekly 
lessons in justice. 

It is not sufficiently emphasized that the Jew is left absolutely free to observe the seventh 
day. He can close his shop; he can refuse to work. It would not be reasonable for 
legislatures to compel the ninety-nine one-hundredths of the population who do not regard 
Saturday as a sacred day to stop business for the less than one per cent. who do. If this 
were done the Mohammedan immigrants of the future would soon be asking for laws halt- 
ing industry on their sacred Friday also. 

As the national welfare of the Jews ealled for a legally-protected Sabbath, which the 
minority of other faiths were not allowed to disturb, so America’s National welfare calls for 
similar laws, in which the Jew must play the part of ‘the stranger within the gates.’” 
_, Rabbi Gottheil, of New York, though by no means pleased with Christian Sabbath laws 
that prevent the Jewish peddler from selling his goods to ‘‘working-people on that day,’’ 
yet says, “ We are willing to submit to reasonable restrictions upon our liberty for the sake 
of our Christian neighbors.” 

That last admission is exactly the American theory of Sabbath laws, the only difference 
of opinion being as to what “ restrictions ’’ are ‘‘ reasonable ’—a question which the majority, 
of course, must answer for itself. 

The laws of many of the United States and the customs of all allow, what Jewish laws. 
never allowed, that the stranger who keeps another day as holy time may evgage in 
private labor on the National Sabbath, provided it be done in such a manner as not to 
disturb the community in its rest and worship. The Jew. may not keep his shop open, be- 
cause trade is a public disturbance of the general rest, and involves persons who do not 
keep Saturday as holy time; but he may work in his home in making clothes or otherwise; 
and rely upon the fact that he ronimarhy intermits such work on Saturday as bis defense: 
in ease of prosecution. 

The one or two very small sects of Christians who worship on Saturday, Kalaang as they 
do that the observance of one day in seven for rest and worship is necessary for personal 
and political self-preservation by a law of God as old as the race, are not less inconsistent: 
than the Jews in seeking to break down such an observance in all who will not observe 
the day which their method of Bible interpretation has pointed out. The tendency of 
legisiatures and executive officers toward those who claim to keep a Saturday Sabbath is 
to overleniency rather than overstrictness. For instance, the laws of Rhode Island allow 
Seventh-Day Baptists, by special exception, to carry on public industries on the first day 
of the week in Hopkinton and Westerly, in each of which places they form about one- 
fourth of the population. This local option method of Sabbath legislation, if generally 
adopted, would make not only each State, but the Nation also, a town-heap, some places 
having two half-Sabbaths, as at Westerly, to the great confusion and injury of interstate 
commerce and even of local industry. Infinitely less harm is done by the usual policy, the 
only constitutional or sensible one, to let the insignificantly small minority of less than one 
in a hundred, whose religious convictions require them to rest on Saturday (unless their 
work is of a private character such as the law allows them to do on Sunday), suffer the 
loss of one day’s wages rather than have the other ninety-nine suffer by the wrecking of 
their Sabbath by public business. 

Meanwhile it should be remembered by all who do-not feel bound to cease from public: 
labor and trade and amusement on the first day of the week because of any other Bible 
commands, that they are bound to do soin Great Britain and America by the passages in the 
Hebrew Bible and the Christian’s Bible that require obedience to ‘‘ the powers that be,” 
except when their laws break God’s laws, which can no more be said of the. six-day laws 
than of “‘ ten-hour laws,” since Sabbath laws require no man to worship on any day. 

Sabbath laws are consistent with liberty in that they are laws for the prevention of cruelty to 
animals, in that they are laws of health, in that they are laws for increasing the National wealth, 
in that they are laws for harmonizing the relations of capital and labor, in that they are laws for 
the protection of the home, in that they are laws for the prevention of crime, in that they areslaws 
for the protection of one of the chief historic institutions of the Nation ; in that they are, m short,, 
laws of National self-preservation. 


ie StS OF THOSE WHO OPPOSE THE SUNDAY REST BILL AS AN IN- 
FRINGEMENT OF LIBERTY. 


[From the stenographic report of the hearing on the Sunday Rest Bill.] 


_ Joun B. Wotrr, (representing the Secular Union).—You have no right to interfere with 
the conscience of any body. 

Senator BLarir.—What if a man conscientiously believes in Mormonism ? 

Mr.Wo.trr.—You have no right to interfere with his conscientious belief in any form of 

religion, even if it is devil worship. 

Senator BLair.—Have you any right to interfere with his practice if it be in conformity 
with his conscientious belief? 

Mr. Wo.rr.—If his practice impinges upon the convictions of the majority; the ma- - 
jority makes right in this country, whether moral or otherwise. 

Senator Buaik.—How if the majority see fit to establish the Sabbath ? 

Mr. Wotrr.—He has to submit to inevitable necessity ... 

Senator BLAir.—This right of individual conscience remains. Now we come to the con- 
dition of society and those regulations which are necessary in order that society may be- 
preserved and improved and elevated. The majority, including the ecclesiastic, whose 
reasons may be the same as those which influence the man who is for the civil Sabbath. 
plus those which come from our relations to the Creator, ask for legislation. You sgy 
there may be legislation, and that,you will assist in obtaining it. 

Mr. Woxurr.—Yes; I am in favor of right legislation. 

Senator BLarr.—Does it invalidate the right for this legislation that ecclesiastical de- 
nominations come here and add to all the reasons which you may give for it, the other, and. 
to them the stronger, sanction of their belief that the Divine command requires it? 

Mr. Woutrr.—The objection I make, in answer to your question, is that it is not merely 
an addition to my argument in favor of a secular period of rest established by law, but 
that it carries with it the ecclesiasticism, and that the argument is founded on the fact 
that the Sabbath is of God-origin specially instituted, 

Senator BLarr.—But these people come here and argue for the God-origin of the Sab- 
bath. You concede that the legislation is for the public good, whether their reason be: 
true or false. Is it fair to come here and discuss this bill, and urge against the bill, or some: 
bill like it, the fact that reasons which you do not believe in can be given in its favor when 
you concede that there should be a Sabbath from your own stand-point? Why reply to 
their argument? Meet the bill. 

Mr. Wo.rr.—In the first place, I have only conceded under the generic false system of 
society that this day of rest is useful... . 

Senator BLair.—In matters of civil conduct the majority necessarily regulates, and we: 
have to obey, although the majority may be wrong. 

Mr. Wourr.—Yes sir; it is majority power, and you cannot maintain civil society in any 
other way—I will admit that. . . . It would be legitimate for you to set apart a day of 
rest; you do set apart holidays where the people take recreation, are exempted from work 
and the performance of public duties, and that is just about as far as you have any right. 
to go. 
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Rey. A. H. Lewis, D.D., (Seventh-Day Baptist).—Mr. Chairman, I rise for a word of per- 
sonal explanation in regard to the ‘‘ giving away” which my friend Dr. Johnson seemed to 
discover. The committee will remember that I distinctly said that if the running of a rail- 
road train on Sunday were determined or shown to be detrimental to the interests of the 
Commonwealth I would not ask for that privilege. Idid not agree that the running of a 
railroad train should be determined to be detrimental to the Commonwealth upon the ground 
that Sunday is a sacred day, for I do not believe that; but for me to ask the privilege of 
doing any business that was proven upon scientific grounds and grounds well understood 
to be detrimental to the general interest of the Commonwealth would be a sign of bigotry 
rather than of intelligence. I therefore donot say I would consent to this prohibition upon 
the ground that Sunday is a sacred day, but on the ground that it would be inimical to the 
best interests of the Commonwealth. 

Senator BLair.—Is not the fact that a particular thing is thus detrimental to the interests: 
of the Commonwealth a demonstration that that thing is prohibited by the law of God, 
and having a common origin, the will of God, as well as the just requirements of society 
for its own preservation ? 

Dr. Lewis.—True; byt the facts of history, as well as the philosophy of our relation to 
God, show that the benefits of the Sabbath can only come as a Sabbath from God down- 


6 


ward, not from the civil law upward, and the intervention of the civil law in the case of 
the seventh day would do as it has done in the history of the first day, desabbatize it, or 
rather prevent it from being considered as asacred day. Since the divine law alone is the 
standard of action and the ground of conscience in the matter of Sabbath-keeping, I insist 
that to talk of a civil Sabbath is a, misnomer; but if careful investigation shall prove that 
the Commonwealth must protect itself against general injury by compelling men to rest (a 
thing which I did not even grant in my first reply, nor do I now), then the Commonwealth 
is at liberty thus to do. 
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Professor A. T. JONES, (Seventh-Day Adventist).—The principle upon which we stand 
is that civil government is civil, and has nothing to do with religious observances in any 
way in the matter of legislation. The basis of that is found in the words of Jesus Christ, 
in the twenty-second chapter of Matthew, twenty-first verse. When they asked whether it 
was lawful to give tribute to Cesar or not he replied: “Render therefore unto Cesar the 
things which are Ceesar’s, and unto God the things that are God’s.” In this the Saviour 
‘certainly separated that which pertains to Ceesar from that which pertains to God. We 
are not to render to Cesar that which pertains to God; we are not to render to God by 
‘Ceesar that which pertains to God. 

Senator Buarr.—May not the thing due to Cesar be due to God also? 

Mr. Jonrs.—No, sir. If that be so, then the Saviour did entangle himself in his talk— 
‘the very thing which they wanted him to do. That is what it says, that they wanted to 
entangle him in his talk. If he has drawn the distinction he has between that which 
belongs to Cesar and that which belongs to God and there are those things which belong 
to both, then he did entangle himself in his talk. 

Senator Biair.—Is it not a requirement of God that we render to Czsar that which is 
‘due to Czesar? 

Mr. Jonres.—Yes. 

Senator Buaim.—lIf Cesar is society and the Sabbath is required for the good of society, 
does not God require us to establish the Sabbath for the good of society, and if society 
makes a law accordingly is it not binding? 

Mr. Jonrs.—It is the good of society to be Christian; it would be for the benefit 
“of society. 

Senator Buatr.—Do you not confuse this matter? A thing may be required for the good 
of society, and for that very reason be in accordance with the will and the command of 
God. God uses his command for the good of society, does he not? God does not give us 
commands that have no relation to the good of society. 

Mr. JoNES.—His commands are for the good of man. 

Senator Buarr.—Man is society; it is made up of individual men. 

Mr. Jonrs.—But what he has issued to man for the good of men he -has given those , 
things which pertain solely to man’s relationship to his God, and he has also given things 
-which pertain to man’s relationship to his fellow-men. Those things in which our duty per- 
tains to our fellow-men civil government can have something to do with, and yet not as aduty 
to God... . Whenever any civil government attempts to enforce any thing in regard to 
any one of the first four commandments it invades the prerogative of God and is to be dis- 
-obeyed (I do not say resisted, but disobeyed). . . . The State in its legislation can never 
legislate properly in regard to any man’s religious faith, or in relation to any thing in the 
first four commandments of the Decalogue; but if im the exercise of his religious convictions 
under the first four commandments he invades the rights of his neighbor, then the civil govern- 
ment says thatis unlawful. Why? Because it ts irreligious or because tt is immoral? Not 
at all; but because it is uncivil, and for that reason only. [Italics ours. Ed.] 

Senator BLair.—Now apply that right to this case. 

Mr. Jones.—Yes; To Mormondom. 

Senator Buair.—No; to the institution of the Sabbath among men for the good of men. 

Mr, JonES.—Let us look at that point. Here are persons who are keeping Sunday, we 
will say. It is their right to work on every other day of the week but*that. It is their 
right to work on that day ifthey want to. They are keeping that day. It is the Sabbath; 
they recognize it as Sabbath. Very good. Now, then, when they are doing that all 
right, here are other people who are keeping Saturday, or we will say Friday. The Mo- 
hammedan recognizes Friday. Here are other people who keep Saturday, the seventh day, 
as the Sabbath. Those who keep Sunday, and who want legislation for that day, ask that 
other people shall be forbidden to work on Sunday because it disturbs their rest: it dis- 
turbs their worship, ete., and they claim that their rights are not properly protected. Do they 
really believe that in principle? Let us see. They will never admit—at any rate I have 
never yet found one of them who would admit—that their work on Saturday disturbs the 
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rest or the worship of the man who rests on Saturday. If their work on Saturday does not 
disturb the Sabbath rest of the man who keeps Saturday, then upon what principle is it 
that our work on Sunday disturbs their rest because they keep Sunday? Ihave never 
found one on that side yet who would admit the principle. If their work does not disturb 
our rest and our worship our work cannot disturb their rest or their worship. More than 
this: in a Sunday convention held in California, in which I was present, there was a person 
who spoke on this very question. Said he, ‘‘There are some people, and a good many of 
them, in this State who do not believe in Sunday laws, and they keep Saturday as the Sab- 
bath. But,” said he, ‘‘the majority must rule. The vast majority of the people do keep: 
Sunday, and their methods must be respected, and they have a right to enactit into a law.” 
I rose and said, ‘‘ Suppose the Seventh-day people were in the majority, and they should go: 
to the Legislature and ask for a law to compel you to keep Saturday, out of respect to their 
rights, would you consider it right?” There was a murmur all over the house, ‘ No.” 

Senator BLarr.—Upon what ground did they say ‘‘no?” ; 

Mr. Jonrs.—That is what I should like to know. There is no ground logically except- 
the claim that the majority has the right to rule in matters of conscience. 

Senator Buatr.—That does not follow; at least it does not strike me that it follows. 
The majority has a right to rule in what pertains to the regulation of society, and if Ceesar 
regulates society, then the majority has a right in this country to say what shall be ren-. 
dered to Cesar. 

Mr. Jones.—If nine hundred and ninety-nine people out of every thousand in the United! 
States kept the seventh day, that is Saturday, and I deemed it my choice and right to keep- 
Sunday, I wouldinsist on it, and they would have no right to compel me to rest on Saturday. 

Senator Buatr.—In other words, you take the ground that for the good of society, irre-- 
spective of the religious aspect of the question, society may not require abstinence from 
labor on the Sabbath if it disturbs others? 

Mr. JonEs.—No. sir. 

Senator Brarr.—You are logical all the way through that there shall be no Sab- 
bath. 2... ‘ 

Mr. Jonrs.—I deny the right of any civil government to make any law respecting any 
thing that pertains to man’s relationship to his God under the first four of the Ten Com- 
mandments. 

Senator Buarr.—Then you assume that this bill and all Sunday laws concern only the: 
relation of man to God, and not the relation of men to each other? 

Mr. Jones.—That is the principle by which other things come in. 

Senator Bham.—Right there I found fault with your original proposition. You have 
got to establish before you can defeat the ground of Sunday laws, that Sunday laws are 
not for the good of Czesar—that is, not for the good of society. . . . 

Senator Buarr.—Now if the Sabbath is necessarily for the general good of society, a re-- 
‘publican form of government must make and enforce the observance of the Sabbath just 
as the theocracy did. You seem to be laboring, as it strikes me, under the impression that 
a civil government for the good of the people, carried on by us under the republican form, 
cannot do any thing that the theocratic form of government does when the theocratic is the- 
only form. They necessarily cover the same subjects-matter, the control, the develop- 
ment of the good and the health of society; it makes no difference which one or the other 
it may be. 

Mr. JonEes.—This theocratic government is a government of God. 

Senator Buarr.—So are the powers that be ordained of God. 

Mr. JonES.—This Government is not a government of God. 

Senator Buair.—Do you not consider the Government of the United States as existing: 
in accordance with the will of God? 

Mr. Jones.—Yes; but it is not a government of God. The government of God is a 
moral government. This is a civil government. 

Senator Buair.—A theocracy is a civil government, and governs in civil affairs as well 
as in the region of spirituality and morality and religion. 

Mr. Jonrs.—Certainly ; and God governs it; and nothing but a theocracy can enforce 
those things which pertain to man’s relation to God under the first four commandments. , 

Senator Buarr.—But this proposed legislation is outside of the theocratic part of it. 

Mr. Jones.—That is the point I am making here: that if you allow this legislation you 
lead to the establishment of a new theocracy after the model of the papacy. That is the- 
very point Iam making, that civil government has nothing to do with religious things; 
that theocratic governments only have to do with religious things; and if you start in this. 
course of religious things you will end only in a theocracy again, and that will be a man- 
made one, and that is just the papacy over again. 

Senator BLarr.—We have had the Sunday laws in this country for not exceeding 300- 
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years. They have constantly become more and more liberalized. . Have you ever known 
an instance, though the sentimentin favor of a Sabbath seems to be growing constantly 
stronger, where any State in this Union undertook to enact a law that any body should go 
to church ?—which is the danger you seem to apprehend. 

Mr. Jones.—Not yet. They are now after the firstlaw. This will lead tothat.... 

Senator Buair.—Do you understand that it is the Church or the State that is making 
this law ? 

Mr. JonES.—It is the State that is doing it, just as Constantine did, to satisfy the Churches. 

Senator Buatr.—It may or may not satisfy the Churches. The Churches give their rea- 
sons here, which may be right or wrong, for the establishment of the Sabbath; for this 
Sunday legislation in all the States. The State, the whole people, make the law. You say 
that the whole people shall not make a good law because the Churches ask for it... . 

Senator BLair.—You would abolish any Sabbath in human practice which shall be in 
the form of law unless the individual here and there sees fit to observe it? 

Mr. Jones.—Certainly; that is a matter between man and his God. 

Senator Brarr.—I have been all through this that the working-people go through. I 
have been hungry wher a boy. The first thing I can remember about was being 
hungry. I know how the working-people feel. I have tugged along through the week 
and been tired out Saturday night, and I have been where I would have been compelled to 
work until the next Monday morning if there had been no law against it. I would not 
haye had any chance to get that twenty-four hours’ rest if the Sunday law had not given 
it toime. It was a civil law under which I got it. The masses of the working-people in 
this country would never get that twenty-four hours’ rest if there had not been a law of the 
land that gave it to us. There is that practical fact, and we are fighting with that state.of 
things; the tired and hungry man, woman, and child all over this country who wants a 
chance to lie down and rest for twenty-four hours out of the whole seven days... . 
Abolish the law of rest, take it away from the working-people, and leave corporations, and 
employers, and saloon-keepers, and every body at perfect liberty to destroy that twenty- 
four hours of rest, and law-givers and law-makers will find out whether or not the people 
want it, and whether they want those law-makers. ... Certainly the hard-working man 
needs rest, and the preachers, church-members, and millionaires may do as they please, 
The bill comes in here and says that the National Government, taking part of the juris- 
diction of the civil government of the States by a concession made by the States, by virtue 
of its control of interstate commerce, and the post-office business, and the army and navy, 
will take advantage of what the States have given to the General Government in the way 
of jurisdiction and introduce practices which destroy the Sabbath in the States. To pre- 
vent this is the object of this legislation. Thatis all that is undertaken here. Jt ts simply 
an act proposing to make efficient the Sunday-rest laws of the States, and nothing else... . 

Senator BLair.—There must be laws which prohibit immorality ? 

Mr. JonEs.—Immorality is itselfa violation of the law of God, and civil government has no 
right to punish any man for a violation of the law of God as the law of God. 

Rey. STEPHEN M. HASKELL (Seventh-Day Adventist)—We do not say that the United 
States Government has no right to legislate in reference to certain days on which men may 
work, but we say it has no right to legislate with a view to enforcing as a religious ordi- 
nance or religious observance certain days. There are certain days, as fast days and thanks- 
giving days, in regard to the observance cf which we make no question; but enforcing a 
religious observance on individuals is the point to which we object. 


REPLIES TO SATURDARIANS. 


Wieur F. Crarts.—The requirements of religion and the requirements of civil law some- 
times coincide. For instance, both forbid murder and incest and thieving, and in most 
cases needless Sunday toil: but it has been well said that while religion forbids these 
things as sins against God the civil law forbids them as crimes against man. 

Professor D. B. W1Lson.—I wish to say that when my brother, Mr. Jones, divides the 
Decalogue into four and six commandments and puts the fourth with the three first, a truer 
view of the Decalogue is that the fourth commandment is the key-stone of the arch, and 
that God and man meet together in the fourth commandment; duties to God and duties to 
man meet together. If you construct the arch in that way you have it in a better view 
than to set the four to one side and the six to the other side. Ialso wish to say that the 
view that the Old Testament institutions were purely and simply a theocracy is not entirely 
correct.. That subject has been fully examined. Moses was the head of the civil State; 
Aaron was the head of the Jewish Church; and there were kings and high-priests. Their 
judges sat in the gates of the city and administered law. Their ecclesiastical laws and in- 
stitutions were not mingled so that the king was the head of the Church, and Church and 
State were not united under the Old Testament dispensation. 


